Multi-Year Improvement Plan for All Schools (MYIPAS)

Capital Improvement Program Recommendations, Phase 1
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Overview

MYIPAS Purpose:
o Develop Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
with resources allocated equitably
o Maximize State funding & find no-cost solutions

o Assess facilities with three pillars of analysis:
1. Educational Adequacy and Equity
2. Facility Condition
3. Capacity Utilization
o Define facility priorities with community/
stakeholder input

CannonDesign’s role:
e Assessments and planning facilitation
* Impartial, unbiased recommendations




Progress

Procurement Phase 1: High Schools Phase 2: Other Facilities Final Report

Nov-19 | Dec-19 | Jan-20 | Feb-20 | Mar-20 | Apr-20 | May-20 | Jun-20 | Jul-20 | Aug-20 | Sep-20 | Oct-20 | Nov-20 | Dec-20 | Jan-21 | Feb-21 | Mar-21 | Apr-21 | May-21 | Jun-21 | Jul-21 | Aug-21 | Sep-21 |

RFP Notice to Phase 1 FY2022 Phase 2 Final

Nov Proceed High School CIP CIP Master Plan (All Schools) Report

2019 Mar 2020 Recommendations Fall 2020 Mar 2021 Fall 2021
Sept 2020

Critical milestones:
* Phase 1: Interim High School CIP recommendations, Fall 2020

* Phase 2: Multiyear Improvement Plan for All Schools, Spring 2021
* Final Report, Fall 2021

Schedule considerations:
« COVID
* Modified stakeholder input through virtual workshops
 Community survey — 22,000 responses from all schools (including 2500 students)
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Benchmarking




Benchmarking Overview

Aggregate Need Ranking - based on ‘three pillars’

of assessment:

1. Educational Adequacy & Equity

2. Facility Condition
3. Capacity Utilization

Greater need, higher priority

s

Aggregate Need

Educational Facility Capacity

Adequacy Condition Utilization
and Equity




Benchmarking (continued 1)

1. Educational Adequacy & Equity

= Equity driven by objective measures
against consistent standards

= Weighted rubric - 6 Categories, 29 Key sy [ Secy, Adequacy
Performance Indicators (KPIs) 1 Categories [r—

= Breakdown and weights developed with . and KPIs
stakeholder focus group



Benchmarking (continued 2)

1. Educational Adequacy & Equity

= Scores and ranking
(Lower score = higher need)

High School

Lansdowne
Sparrows Point
Eastern Technical
Dulaney

Overlea

Towson

Loch Raven
Western Technical
Perry Hall
Catonsville
Owings Mills
Kenwood

Dundalk and Sollers Point
Franklin
Randallstown
Milford Mill Academy
Parkville

New Town
Woodlawn
Hereford
Chesapeake
Pikesville
Patapsco

G.W. Carver CAT
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Benchmarking (continued 3)

High School Educational | Relationships Wellness Safety & Technology | Operational
Program & Collabation Security and Utility
Support Furnishings

1. Educational
Adequacy & Equity soaone point p

Eastern Technical () 52

= Backup data Dulaney oo

Overlea () 58

41
48 42
53 41
39 @ 63

21 24 () 60 Y
38 () 66 34 44
a7 ® 49 38 (47
38 () 56 49 @ 51
39 (o 70 43 () 55 ) 67 () 55
60 () 56 45 () 54 () 61 () 55
48 73 () 55 48 () 58 () 56
31 44 ) 69 78 () 51 () 56
44 () 59 43 () 60 (o 70 () 56
55 () 65 () 57 () 57 [ 56 (o 57
36 77 () 59 () 56 (0 61 () 58
36 69 () 59 72 () 64 Y-
50 34 ® 48 O 7 @ 9 60
42 74 () 69 () 68 () 51 61
47 76 () 52 () 64 () 64 61
51 65 () 63 () 60 72 62
=z Parkville ) 61 11 87 O 70 () 69 48 63
New Town () 63 50 87 @ 40 78 77 64

Woodlawn ® 38 69 89 () 60 76 O 67 64

Hereford () 65 () 59 64 @ 65 90 () 69 68

Chesapeake () 64 ) 65 77 () 69 81 () 57 68

Pikesville () 55 57 a0 (70 80 (o 70 69

Patapsco () 61 ) 50 80 O 79 77 @ 86 71

G.W. Carver CAT O 67 @ 90 83 ) 64 81 () 54 72

34

Towson ) 59
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Milford Mill Academy ) 63
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Benchmarking (continued 4)
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2. Facility Condition
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Benchmarking (continued 5)

= Scores and ranking
(Lower score = higher need)

High School

Lansdowne

Perry Hall
Towson

Owings Mills
Eastern Technical
Western Technical
Dulaney
Chesapeake

Loch Raven
Randallstown
Sparrows Point
Catonsville
Milford Mill Academy
New Town
Parkville
Hereford
Kenwood
Franklin
Pikesville
Woodlawn
Overlea

Patapsco

Dundalk and Sollers Point

G.W. Carver CAT

Facility
Condition
Score
i
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78
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86
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88
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94
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100
100
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Benchmarking (continued 6)

* Backup data

L it

g
g

FACILITY CONDITION ASSESSMENT

BALTIMORE COUNTY SCHOOLS
HIGH SCHOOLS
MULTI-YEAR IMPROYEMENT PLAN FOR ALL SCHOOLS

@MYIPAS 5

CANNONDESIGN

High School

Lansdowne

Perry Hall

Towson

Owings Mills
Eastern Technical
Western Technical
Dulaney
Chesapeake

Loch Raven
Randallstown
Sparrows Point
Catonsville
Milford Mill Academy
New Town
Parkuville

Hereford
Kenwood

Franklin

Pikesville
Woodlawn
Overlea

Patapsco

Dundalk and Sollers Point
G.W. Carver CAT

Architectural

0.19
0.14
0.14
0.21
0.10
0.11
0.03
0.09
0.15
0.03
0.05
0.04
0.01
0.07
0.11
0.07
0.02
0.01
0.00
0.03
0.03
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Civil

0.03
0.02
0.05
0.03
0.05
0.03
0.07
0.01
0.03
0.09
0.00
0.01
0.02
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.04
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.03

@ o033

@ o033

Communication

0.15
0.16
0.16
0.17

0.16
0.14
0.17

0.25
0.17
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.17
0.24
0.24
0.16
0.16

Electrical

0.29
0.47
0.44
0.25
0.22
0.40
0.45
0.45
0.27
0.37
0.24
0.25
0.28
0.19
0.22
0.31
0.28
0.20
0.19
0.32
0.01

Fire Protection

0.12
0.10
0.02
0.19
0.08
0.00
0.07
0.02
0.00
0.02
0.16
0.08
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.08
0.12
0.05
0.01
0.01
0.00
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Fire Protection

0.62
0.73
0.72
0.72
0.71
0.41
0.52
0.34
0.13
0.49
0.53
0.18
0.61
0.40
0.11
0.07
0.28
0.32
0.25
0.01
0.02
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Mechanical

0.62
0.73
0.72
0.72
0.71
0.41
0.52
0.34
0.13
0.49
0.53
0.18
0.61
0.40
0.11
0.07
0.28
0.32
0.25
0.01
0.02
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Plumbing

0.26
0.18
0.20
0.19
0.25
0.30
0.21
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.19
0.28
0.07
0.05
0.10
0.20
0.18
0.05
0.05
0.07
0.04
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Plumbing

0.03
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.04
0.02
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02

Safety /
Security

0.35
0.41
0.42
0.50
0.43
0.48
0.40
0.19
0.41
0.44
0.36
0.43
0.43
0.41
0.41
0.39
0.44
0.41
0.36
0.41
0.30
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7-Year FCI

0.22
0.22
0.22
0.20
0.19
0.16
0.16
0.15
0.14
0.13
0.13
0.13
0.12
0.12
0.11
0.09
0.09
0.08
0.07
0.06
0.03

Facility
Condition
Score
efig
75
78
78
78
80
81
84
84
85
86
87
87
87
88
88
89
91
91
92
93
94
97
100
100
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Benchmarking (continued 7)

Hereford HS

3. Capacity Utilization G
= 7-Year Enrollment Projection (2026-27)
= State Rated Capacity

Northeast:
ESOL Programs s S B ioc AlRaven s
@ orlern S ' Pemy Hell B8
Pikesville HS :
ParkvillelHSI

Randallstown HS
OyerlealHS;
Milforc»Mill Academy . -
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Benchmarking (continued 8)

3. Capacity Utilization
= Backup data

www.cannondesign.com/bcps-dashboard

Capacity Utilization

ME
MW
SE
SW

C Carver HS
Dulaney HS
Hereford HS
| och Raven HS
Towson HS

ME Fastern Technical HS
Henwood HS
Owerlea HS
Parkville HS
Perry Hall HS

NW  Franklin HS
Wilford Mill HS
New Town HS
Owings Mills HS
Pikesville HS

Randallstown HS

m

SE Chesapeake HS
Jundalk HS
Patapsco HS
Sparrows Point HS
SW  Catonsville HS

| ansdowne HS

util weighted
2026

util weighted
2019

57% 105%
96% 107%
87% 30%

123% )

91% 102%

93% 93%
562% 111%
84% 87%
83% 239%
128% 128% @)

(=1l (=1l
88% g8

109% 117%
100% 111%
52% 95%
z2% @ 24%
0% 93%
105% 108%

75% @ 83%
87% 92%
122% @9 145% @
107% 117% @
27% 126% @)
104% 128% @
93% 104%
50% 90%
7% @ 85%

[

Surplus Capacity

Capacity Capacity
Surplus 2019  Surplus 2026
adj adj

174 (307)

310 (604)
[ [ W7es
(s29) (12]

588 (125)

&8 &8
i F3 A%
0 )
253 204
175 125

128 (186)
(172) (316}
2 (21€)
126 28
266 244
125 28
(58) (30)
185 227
250 231
145 86
(328) G0
(100) |(229)
(238) (317)
(75) | [EEE
54 (53)
57 57
- IyE 216


http://www.cannondesign.com/bcps-dashboard

Benchmarking (continued 9)

3. Capacity Utilization

= Scores and ranking

High School

Dundalk and Sollers Point
Towson

Sparrows Point
Catonsville
Patapsco

Parkville

Overlea

Dulaney

Perry Hall

Owings Mills
Lansdowne
Kenwood

Eastern Technical
Western Technical
Chesapeake

Loch Raven
Randallstown
Milford Mill Academy
New Town
Hereford

Franklin

Pikesville
Woodlawn

G.W. Carver CAT
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55
62
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72
83
83
84
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89
92
96
97
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100
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100
100
100
100
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Benchmarking (continued 10)

Aggregate Need Ranking
= Score based on three assessments

= Weighting based on 22,000+ responses Educational

to county-wide survey Adequacy and
Equity

Stakeholder
Weight

35%

Aggregate Need

Facility
Condition

Stakeholder
Weight

32%

Capacity
Utilization

Stakeholder
Weight

33%




Benchmarking (continued 11)

How will this be used?

o Criteria for facility options
o Renovation project scope
o Sequencing of CIP projects

o Greater need, higher priority

High School

Sparrows Point
Towson
Lansdowne

Dundalk and Sollers Point

Catonsville
Dulaney

Perry Hall

Eastern Technical
Owings Mills
Overlea

Parkville

Western Technical
Loch Raven
Kenwood
Randallstown
Milford Mill Academy
New Town
Patapsco

Franklin
Chesapeake
Woodlawn
Hereford
Pikesville

G.W. Carver CAT

000000000000 0000000000 S

44
55
34
60
57
51
56
47
58
55
63
56
56
58
61
62
64
71
61
68
64
68
69
72

13
10

11

17

12
15
16
18
23
14
21
19
20
22
24

0000000000000 00000000000

87
78
75
100
87
84
78
80
78
94
38
81
85
91
36
87
38
97
91
84
93
89
92
100

11

23
12

21
15

17
10
13
14
22
18

20
16
19
23

0000000000000 000000 0C00OOS

64
62
96
55
72
89
89
100
92
84
83
100
100
97
100
100
100
83
100
100
100
100
100
100

11

13
10

13
13
12
13
13
13

13
13
13
13
13
13

0000000000 0000000000OOGOOS

64
65
68
71
72
74
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
83
83
83
84
85
85
87
90
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Assessment Findings




Assessment Findings Overview

Assessed High School 7-year capital
needs total $1.2 billion

= High Schools only

= /-year forecast only

= Includes potential relief schools

= Does not include land procurement

Condition
$349M
Capacity
$448M

= Does not include unfunded replacements

Adequacy
$423M



Assessment Findings: Budget and Needs

Needs Compared to Budget Annual CIP budget
- High Schools (1/3 of sq ft) $1.2B $140M
A Condition
Other facilities (2/3 of sq ft) TBD $345M Adequacy @

= Current State and County funding
o Estimated $140M/year
o ($100M County, $40M State)
o Estimated 27 years

= Potential additional HB1 funding
o Estimated additional $110M/year
o ($80M County, $30M State) Annual CIP budget
o Estimated 15 years Capacity 0 =

$448M $250M
« Each $100M+ replacement project delays all other

high school projects by approximately 2-3 years.

$423M




Assessment Findings: Prioritization

Prioritization of needs

Priority 1 - Currently Critical
o Health and life-safety, code compliance
o Acute capacity shortage

Priority 2 - Potentially Critical

o Rapid deterioration, risk to occupancy

o Capacity shortage requiring due-diligence

o Special Ed, Social/Emotional Health, Technology
Priority 3 — Necessary, Not Yet Critical

o Systems exceeding useful lifespan

o Rapid return on investment

o Academic programs: STEM, CTE, PBL

Priority 4 - Recommended

o Aesthetic improvements

o Other programs: Arts, Athletics

o Administration, Parking

Priority 5 - Additional Needs

o Allowance for furniture refresh and other needs

500M

450M

400M

350M

300M

250M

Cost (2020)

200M

150M

100M

S0M

oM

Facility Need Costs by Priority and Category

$462M

Category
Adequacy
. Capacity
. Condition
$249M
$290M
$37M

$244M

$135M
$36M
$89M
$89M
3 5

Priority
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Recommendations




Recommendations: Systemic Repairs

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all
schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

Continue ongoing systemic repair program

based on Facility Condition Assessment
priorities.




Recommendations: Group 1 - Legacy Projects

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

eomey Projects Complete mid-course Legacy Projects

~$150M (those with design contracts fully-funded).

Legacy Projects

$55%%
~$150M

% 1.Lansdowne Replacement -
demolition/ reconstruction
as 1700 capacity school



Recommendations: Group 2 - Critical Additions

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

RO Address high school capacity shortage,

~$150M starting with quick-launch addition projects.

Group 2:
Critical Additions
~$100M

@ Critical Additions
$100M

w % @ D

1. Dundalk Addition - 650 seats

2. Towson Addition/Renovation - 500 seats, new
kitchen/cafeteria

3. Loch Raven Addition/Renovation - 200 seats
(relieve Parkuville)

4. Patapsco Addition - 250 seats

« Attendance Boundary Redistricting (possibly with grandfathering)




Recommendations: Group 3

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)

~$100M (7-year forecast) After one-year stakeholder engagement
RO and land due-diligence, determine whether to
S build relief schools or more additions.
gf_O_UP ﬁdd_ | € 1A: NE Additions and & 1B: New NE High School and
~gt1'g%M o Renovations Renovations
OR

—— ~$50M ~$200M

Relief Schools and/or Gﬁ 1) 1. Perry Hall Addition/Renovation 1. New Northeast High School -

Additions &% () - 225 seats w cafeteria addition acquire land, new 1200 seat

~$100-350M L d

2. Overlea Addition - 200 seats high school, potentially with
3. Kenwood Addition - 75 seats magnet program/s, e.g. CTE

2. Perry Hall Renovation
Attendance boundary redistricting * Attendance boundary redistricting

@ 2A: Sparrows Point MS/HS @ 2B: New Sparrows Point MS and

Additions and Renovations Sparrows Point HS Renovations

~$50M OR ~$150M

1. Sparrows Point Addition/ 1. New Sparrows Point Middle
Renovation - long-range campus School - acquire land, new 750
master plan, 325 seats seat middle school.

. Sparrows Point HS Renovation




Recommendations: Group 3 (Continued)

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

Group 1:
Legacy Projects
~$150M

Group 2: Develop a renovation cycle strategy
B calibrating project scopes equitably based

~$100M
Group 3: on available funding and reasonable

T renovation cycle timeline (e.g. 15 years).

~$100-350M

Three options depending on funding
scenarios and implementation strategy.




Recommendations: Group 4 - Case 1

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

Group 1:
Legacy Projects
~$150M
Group 2: If House Bill 1 (Built to Learn Act) passes
B and Baltimore County commits local
Group 3: matching funds,
R Case 1: large renovation projects for all
B assessed adequacy, equity, and condition
C 1: HB1 P . .y s . .
Ty N Ty [ priorities at all schools within 15-years.
: Renovations AL 2 7
y Priorities 1-5




Recommendations: Group 4 - Case 2

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

G 1: . . .
- If House Bill 1 does not pass, two options:

~$150M

Group 2:

D Case 2: prioritized renovations for reduced

~$100M scope at all schools within 15-years.

Group 3:

Relief Schools and/or
Additions
~$100-350M

Case 1: HB1 Passes

Group 4:
Renovations
Priorities 1-5
~$500-750M
Case 2: No HB1, Reduced Scope
{Group & =TT e OA Ba (- OB L.
I Renovations |

I Priorities 1-2+




Recommendations: Group 4 Summary

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)
~$100M (7-year forecast)

Group 1:
Legacy Projects
~$150M

If House Bill 1 does not pass, two options:

Group 2:

Critical Additions Case 2: prioritized renovations for reduced
B level of assessed priorities at all schools

G 3: . .
R;(I)iZESchoolsand/or within 15_years'
Additions
~$100-350M
S years, with many schools waiting decades
B for improvements. (Not recommended)
Case 2: No HB1, Reduced Scope
fGroupd: ™~ A e R@A e [ . £
| Renovations
l Priorities 1-2+
~§1_0Q3_0QM __________________________

I Group4 Renovatlons

| Priorities 1-5 &2 @ T
I ~$500-750M @ @;




FY2022 CIP Recommendations

| 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 | 2025 | 2026 | 2027 | 2028 | 2029 | 2030 | 2031 | 2032 | 2033 | 2034 | 2035 | 2036 | 2037 | 2038 | 2039 | 2040 | 2041 | 2042 | 2043 | 2044 | 2045 | 2046 | 2047 | 2048 | 2049 | 2050 |

[ Systemic Repairs (continuous, all schools)]
| ~$100M (7-year forecast)

(Group 1: %J
Legacy Projects .
_~$150M FY2022 CIP Recommendations:
[ Group 2: el T 1) Fund and implement Systemic Repairs,

Critical Additions - . )

P vy D, Q Group 1 (construction) and Group 2 (design).
Groun 3: 2) Initiate stakeholder outreach and land
e 54""?5 due-diligence and for Group 3 with deadline.

iti .
~$100-350M o () 3) Advocate for HB1 Built to Learn Act.
Case 1: HB1 Passes, Large Scope

(Growpd ~ — T T T T T TTT T T T T T T T T T TS !
Renovations :
y Priorities 1-5 I
¢ 2$500-750M _ o o o o e e e y
Case 2: No HB1, Reduced Scope
{ Groupd: ~ — ~ A 1 A &l [~ O N 7
I Renovations
I Priorities 1-2+
| ~$100-300M

Case 3: No HB1, Large Scope (not recommended)
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Questions?




